Ceci and Williams (1) concluded that women's underrepresentation in science is not attributable to sex discrimination. They instead discussed causal factors, such as women preferring people as opposed to mathematically oriented fields, women's lesser abilities at the top of the mathematics performance distribution, and women's preferences for the performance of child care.
The authors ignored the long-term increase in sex segregation within the sciences: Between 1977 and 2009, the percentage of women receiving doctorates in the life sciences, of all women's science (including engineering) doctorates, rose from 65% to 74%. Men left those same fields, with the percentage of life science doctorates of all men receiving science doctorates falling from 38% to 37% (2) . The static preference and ability arguments of Ceci and Williams (1) cannot explain this dynamic.
An alternative explanation starts with the assumption that mathematical skills relative to language skills are more conducive to success in scientific fields outside of the life sciences.
A second piece of the puzzle involves immigrants with limited English language skills seeking a better life in the United States. Today, the five nations with the highest mathematics rankings within the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development are all Asian (3). Although nation of origin data for foreign nationals are not available from the National Science Foundation, it is reasonable to assume that many Asians use a competitive edge in mathematics to enter US doctoral programs.
The piece that completes the puzzle is Title IX, the 1972 law that opened the doors of education to women in the United States (4).
Taken together, these arguments suggest that American women entered the sciences after passage of Title IX but encountered a simultaneous increase in the numbers of Asian men with a competitive advantage in engineering and nonlife sciences fields. Given the language advantage of American women, their concentration in life sciences is not surprising.
The numbers support this argument. For men who are US citizens, life sciences as a percentage of all science and engineering doctorates increased between 1977 and 2009 among white non-Hispanics (from 40% to 49%), black non-Hispanics (41% to 57%), Hispanics (35% to 50%), and Asian and Pacific Islanders (35% to 38%). Indeed, the entire decline in men's representation in life sciences is explained by the behavior of foreign national men (down from 28% to 22%) (2) .
Asian culture might favor mathematical disciplines, and the percentage of foreign national women receiving life sciences doctorates indeed trended downward over the period (46% down to 44%). The percentage of US citizen Asian and Pacific Islander women in life sciences is far higher, however, and trended upwards (69% to 72%), returning us to the importance of language and laws. It is at least plausible to suggest that Title IX served to equalize educational opportunities for women in the United States but had no effect in Asian nations (2) .
At a minimum, future analyses should not treat women or men as having "gender" in isolation from their national and cultural backgrounds and identities. 
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